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What is the bibliographical relationship between Q and F? Two landmark papers in the twentieth century, by Peter Alexander in 1928 2 and Philip Williams in 1950, 3 made the claim that an exemplar of Q, marked up with authoritative changes taken from a manuscript, was used to print the F text of the play. This claim has received the near-unanimous assent of scholars, to the extent that Gary Taylor was able to write in 1982 that 'no subsequent investigator has denied this and it is difficult to see how anyone could'. 4 Alexander and Williams based their conclusion on an analysis of incidentals and errors common to Q and F. Neither of them tested that conclusion against errors that are unique to F. As some editions of the play acknowledge, it does not stand up well when subjected to that test. 5 Some scholars, notably Taylor, have attempted to solve this problem.
In this paper I present a new analysis of the errors in Q and F. On this basis I argue that the Alexander-Williams conclusion cannot be reconciled to the textual evidence and must be wrong. I also take the opportunity to present an alternative account of the printing of this play in Q and F.
The Standard Theory
The theory of transmission given in most modern editions of the play is based on Alexander's and Williams's work. I shall call this 'the standard theory'. In brief the standard theory says that Q was printed in 1609 from a manuscript. In 1623 Jaggard began to reprint Q for the Folio, but work was stopped after only three pages had been printed. 6 In October or November of that year Jaggard returned to the play, now having access to a manuscript containing a slightly different version of it. 7 A person, usually called the annotator or the collator, marked up an exemplar of Q with changes to bring it into line with the manuscript, and it was from this annotated quarto that the rest of the play was printed in F.
It is common ground that, excluding the prologue, which is unique to F, the first three pages (33-390) were printed from Q, a conclusion I do not mean to question. 8 Other Folio plays printed from quarto copy, for example Romeo and Juliet, the play completed in F immediately before Troilus and Cressida was started, were printed from exemplars that had been marked up with additional stage directions and a few minor corrections from some other source. So it seems likely that the exemplar of Q, from which the printing of Troilus and Cressida began was similarly marked up, although the only evidence of this is the stage direction Enter Pandarus at 194 which is unique to F and is unlikely to have been added by the apprentice Compositor E who typeset the page. 9 We may also infer that the whole exemplar must have been marked up, using a manuscript provided by Heminges and Condell since Jaggard could not have known that he would have to abandon printing after only three pages.
F-only Errors -A Problem for the Standard Theory
In Troilus and Cressida, as in any other two-text play, we find three types of error:
• F-only error, i.e. an error in F, for which Q gives the correct reading.
• Q-only error, i.e. an error in Q, for which F gives the correct reading.
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• Common error, i.e. Q and F agree on an erroneous reading. This category can include not merely incorrect readings but also correct read ings that exhibit a common typographical peculiarity; for example the use of italic type where roman would be expected or vice versa.
Q-only errors are easy for the standard theory to explain, since it can say that the collator recovered the correct readings from the manuscript and wrote them on to his exemplar of Q. Common errors can be explained as being due to the collator's failure to mark up the necessary change on his exemplar of Q. F-only errors are the problem. The standard theory must explain why the collator would cross out a correct reading on his exemplar of Q and replace it with an incorrect one. The Arden 2 editor, Kenneth Palmer, observed: 'What is . . . disturbing is that occasionally the F reading, in a part of the text which ex hypothesi is set from Q, displays a graphic error of the kind normally to be expected in setting from MS'. Palmer gave three examples (2427, 3170, and 3556) before dismissing the problem by writing: 'From such evidence (and there is not a great deal of it) one cannot usefully begin to determine (or modify) one's notion of how F dealt with its copy . . . '. 10 Palmer was able to dismiss the problem because he understated it. Far from there being 'not a great deal' of evidence, there are dozens of F-only errors. Taylor listed 28 of them 11 and, as I show in Appendix B, there are many more, 59 by my count. Such a quantity of evidence cannot be brushed aside; a credible textual theory must attempt to deal with it. There have been several such attempts. The Oxford editors and the Folger editors, while basing their editions on the standard theory, offered differing explanations of the F-only errors. W. L. Godshalk stated three hypotheses, each of which is an alternative to the standard theory. More recently the New Cambridge editor, Anthony B. Dawson, has rejected the standard theory and offered a 'dual copy' theory in its place. I shall now discuss these explanations separately to try to show that each one is untenable.
F-only Errors -Taylor's Solution
As part of his editorial work on Troilus and Cressida for the Oxford complete works edition of 1986 Gary Taylor confronted the problem of the F-only errors and offered a solution, one which underwent some modification over the years.
Taylor's first statement was given in a paper in 1982; at the time he believed in the so-called Inns of Court theory, advanced in Alexander's paper in 1928, which asserts that the play was written for performance at the Inns of Court in London. Taylor wrote that '[the] epilogue seems clearly directed to an Inns of Court audience, for which, as almost all critics now agree, the play was originally written'; 12 elsewhere in the paper, he refers to 'the Inns of Court version' of the play. He devised a complex theory of transmission involving a manuscript of the original version for the Inns of Court, a revised manuscript, a transcription of that revised manuscript, further revisions for a performance at the Globe theatre, and a collation with Q to produce the copy for F. Taylor's paper contains a stemma showing these stages in transmis sion. It is not necessary to dwell on the details here because he changed his mind about them while editing the play.
The Inns of Court theory is based, as Dawson notes, on no evidence whatso ever. 13 It appears that, by the time he finished writing the chapter about this play in the Oxford Textual Companion, Taylor had ceased to believe in the theory. In his discussion he describes the evidence for it as 'tenuous'; in a textual note about a line in the epilogue, he writes that 'there has always been something unsatisfactory' about the theory and he appears to abandon it.
14 Nevertheless, and confusingly, the chapter includes, but does not mention, the stemma given in the 1982 paper with its reference to a 'revision for the Globe production'.
In 1993 in his book Shakespeare Reshaped, co-written with John Jowett, Taylor disclosed a further change of mind. He wrote that he was 'now inclined to believe that the manuscript behind Folio Troilus was a nonauthorial literary transcript of the prompt book'. 15 The difference between this formulation of the standard theory and Taylor's earlier one is in the point at which his supposed transcript comes into existence. In the Textual Companion formulation a transcription takes place before a prompt book is made; in the Shakespeare Reshaped formulation it takes place afterwards.
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Below I have re-drawn Taylor's stemma based on his final thoughts. To facili tate my discussion of it I have numbered three of the steps.
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Taylor introduced step 1 so that he could account for the many small differ ences between the Q and F versions of the play. He supposed that 16 The difference is not material for my purposes and, in any case, being mindful of the doubts we now hold about the soundness of these categories, I shall avoid basing my own arguments on supposed differences between 'literary' and 'non-literary' transcripts; and between foul papers, fair copies, and prompt books. 17 Strictly speaking the stemma shows how the play was transmitted to F after printing resumed in the autumn of 1623 when the prologue and lines 391 onwards were printed. As everyone agrees lines 33-390, taking up the first three pages of the play after the prologue, had been printed earlier, directly from Q. The first of these pages was typeset again, but from the earlier printing not from any new source. For that earlier stage of transmission, involving just the first three pages, the stemma (not drawn by Taylor or by me here) is of course much simpler and uncontroversial.
Shake speare wrote out a fair copy and, in doing so, made revisions. 18 Steps 2 and 3 make up Taylor's solution to the problem of the F-only errors. He argues, at step 2, that a transcript of the prompt book was made by someone other than Shakespeare. This scribe misread the manuscript he was copying to create the F-only errors that Taylor listed in his 1982 paper; for example Fenne for sunne at 3170. The scribe needs to be someone other than Shakespeare because, of course, Shakespeare would know what the correct readings were. The transcript made by this scribe was highly legible. At step 3 some one marked up an exemplar of Q with changes taken from this transcript. In doing so he was persuaded, by the high legibility of the transcript, to have complete confidence in it and to cross out correct readings in Q and write in the misreadings from the transcript in their place. That, argued Taylor, was how the F-only errors came about. A few years later in his analysis of the textual problems of Richard III, but referring explicitly to Troilus and Cressida, Taylor put the matter succinctly: '[I]t is difficult to explain such errors except on the assumption that the manuscript itself clearly called for the wrong word'.
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While the standard theory has been endorsed by most recent editions, Taylor's solution to the problem of the F-only errors has not. Kenneth Muir's Oxford edition finds Taylor's stemma 'convincing' but makes no mention of the F-only errors.
20 David Bevington's Arden 3 edition discusses Taylor's arguments in detail but does not mention the errors either. R. A. Foakes's Penguin edition finds Taylor's arguments 'persuasive' 21 but implicitly rejects his solution to the problem of the errors by stating that 'no satisfactory explanation has emerged as to why a compositor should have preferred manuscript readings that made no sense to the correct readings he had in front of him in the printed Quarto'. 22 Remarkably Taylor himself makes no mention of the F-only errors problem, let alone his solution to it, in his chapter about this play in the Oxford Textual Companion.
Taylor's solution is implausible enough on its face. It supposes that there was a collator, entrusted by Jaggard or by Heminges and Condell to mark up Q using a copied manuscript, who was so unaware that copied manuscripts could contain errors that he repeatedly struck out correct readings in Q and wrote incorrect ones in their place. He did this because, according to Taylor, the manuscript was 'clear'. That is curious logic: if the collator knew that the manuscript that had been copied was clearly written, then he might reasonably have inferred that the copy was correct; but he could tell nothing about the correctness of the copy from the fact that it was clearly written. Moreover if a clearly written manuscript is available, why go to the trouble of marking up Q at all, causing potential problems in casting-off? Why not print straight from the manuscript? In general we should expect compositors to prefer to work from a quarto rather than a manuscript, but why should that be assumed to be so even when the choice is between, ex hypothesi, a clearly written manuscript and a heavily marked-up quarto? We can imagine Heminges and Condell being unwilling to allow Jaggard to print from their prompt book, because it was presumably endorsed with the licence of the Master of the Revels, but they could have had no objection to letting a copy of it be used, particularly since they would receive in return the F text that Jaggard would print from it.
Be that as it may Taylor's solution can be refuted by considering how it fits the evidence of the common errors, something that appears not to have been done before now. In Appendix B, I list the 59 F-only errors, the 54 Q-only errors, and the 50 common errors (of which 5 are common omissions). We may disregard the 6 common errors that occur in the first three pages of F, but that still leaves 44. Another way of saying this is that there are 109 errors in F and 104 in Q; 50 of these are shared by the two texts; and 44 of those are in the part of F that the standard theory supposes was printed from an annotated exemplar of Q. According to Taylor's stemma, when Q was printed by Eld's compositors in 1609, they misread the foul papers manu script in 104 places. But the manuscript that came into existence at step 1, having been written by Shakespeare, did not contain any of those misreadings. So how could F, which derives from that manuscript, end up replicating no less than 44 of the 104 errors made years earlier in Eld's workshop? There are four possible explanations:
i) The collator and the F compositors, between them, replicated the Q compositors' errors by coincidence. ii) There was something peculiar about the way Shakespeare wrote the 44 words in question, which caused them to be misread or overlooked twice, once in the manuscript used to print Q and once in the manuscript with which Q was collated for F.
iii) The manuscripts used for Q and F derived from a common source, a tran script of the play that contained the errors.
iv) The collator did his job in the way we should expect in practice, which was to read Q first, since that was a printed text, look in the manuscript for the Q readings, and find them, even if they were not there. Blayney wrote, in relation to proof-reading:
We speak of reading proof against copy, and I suspect that many printers did precisely that. What they should have done was to read copy against proof -and there is a very distinct difference. For if the printed and more legible proof is read first, the reader will look for its words in the copy. Whether or not they are there, he will often find them unless the discrepancy is very obvious indeed.
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A collator is obviously performing a role that is very similar to that of a proof-reader and is liable to make the same procedural error.
We can dismiss i) at once. Troilus and Cressida contains more than 27,000 words. If Q and F had thousands of errors each, it would be nothing remarkable if 44 of them happened to coincide. But they have barely more than a hundred errors each. The probability of 44 of these being the same by coincidence alone is negligible. Taylor himself, when writing about King Lear, justly pointed out the unsoundness of a textual analysis that relies on coincidence: 'If we . . . allow improbable coincidence to play such a large part in textual transmission, then it is hard to see how textual hypotheses can be constructed at all '. 24 Turning to ii), was there something peculiar about Shakespeare's handwriting that caused the 44 words in question to be misread or overlooked twice? For example the word cunning was misread as comming in both Troilus and Cressida (1763) and All's Well That Ends Well (2943), and as coying in Romeo and Juliet (899). But it was correctly read 70 other times in Folio plays. 25 The seale/zeale error (2516) occurs nowhere else in the Folio, even though F prints zeale 30 other times. F prints loue for come in Troilus and Cressida (1852) but it prints come correctly more than 2,000 other times. Viewed as a whole there is nothing about the 44 words to justify a belief that they were particularly liable to be misread or overlooked in Shakespeare's handwriting.
Explanation iii) was noted by Chambers although he did not rely on it writing that 'a few [common] misreadings and abnormal spellings . . . might be derived from a common original . . . '. 26 It is a variant of the explanation given by the nineteenth century Cambridge editors Clark and Wright, who sug gested that there was once a manuscript that was used to print Q, returned to Shakespeare's possession, revised by him, and later by someone else, and eventually ended up being used to print F. 27 We may question why Shakespeare would prefer to work on a manuscript, no doubt soiled in the printing house, when he could have worked much more easily on an exemplar of the quarto that the manuscript had been used to print. We may also question the survival of that manuscript after it had been handled by Eld's workmen in printing Q. As Fredson Bowers suggested '[the] printing of a quarto may be taken as implying the destruction of its manuscript'. 28 Even if we suppose Shakespeare to have made his revisions on an exemplar of Q, we still face the improbability that he overlooked so many errors in it. Irrespec t ive of that the bibliographical evidence alone refutes explanation iii), which, as Alexander recognized 'hardly explains those particular Folio errors which seem due to some typographical defect in the Quarto'. 29 No expla na tion of the common errors that involves a single manuscript lying behind both Q and F can account for the bibliographical peculiarities common to them such as the use of roman type where italic would be expected, which Williams found.
We are left with iv). In Taylor's version of the standard theory, then, the collator must exhibit two modes of behaviour. On the one hand he must be careful enough to cross out perfectly sensible words in Q because he thinks he has read different words in his manuscript, often less sensible ones. He has his orders to bring Q into line with the manuscript and he is faithful enough, and sufficiently reassured by the legibility of the manuscript, to go
The Texts of Troilus and Cressida 278 ahead and create the F-only errors. On the other hand he is careless enough to let 44 errors and omissions go uncorrected, even though, ex hypothesi, he has a clear manuscript in front of him with the correct text. It is perfectly possible that, in one or two cases, the manuscript did not have the correct text, but we have noted above the improbability that in more than a handful of cases the manuscript would have the same errors as Q by coincidence; so for the majority of the common errors Taylor must blame the collator.
After the above analysis what we are left with in Taylor's version of the standard theory is a 'just so' collator. He is a man who marks up not wisely but too well when we need him to create an F-only error, but is careless when we need him to overlook a common error. We can see just how illusive this col lator is by looking at several examples of his presumed work. Here we see the collator wrongly changing repured to reputed at 1654, missing the distruction/distraction error at 1655, but making another wrong change at 1656. The second he is an error for you, which the collator failed to correct even though he wrongly changed the very next word. Ignoring the I for In error on the last line, which is most likely due to the com positor, we see here the collator making a wrong change at 2513, missing the seale/zeale error at 2516 but, on the same line, wrongly changing to thee to towards. Most scholars agree that the speech on the first line belongs to Cressida; if so, the collator missed the error but still went on to make a wrong change on the next line. The collator fails to correct the hen'd/horn'd error at 3481 but wrongly changes the very next word.
The above examples contain 9 readings, which I have classed as F-only errors. One of these, reputed at 1654, could plausibly be a blunder by the com positor, and 2 others (at 2242 and 2516) are not on Taylor's list. But the remaining 6 are on his list and they serve as powerful counterexamples to his solution.
To sum up: the collator imagined by Taylor to account for the F-only errors is seen to be only a collator of the mind when we ask, as Taylor did not, how he came to allow so many errors in Q to pass him by, even as he was faithfully replacing correct Q readings with incorrect ones. We cannot rationally believe in such a man and, when he falls, the standard theory falls with him.
F-only Errors -The Folger Editors' Solution
The Folger editors of this play, Barbara A. Mowat and Paul Werstine, put forward what is, on its face, a much more plausible explanation of the F-only errors. They wrote:
Admittedly, no intelligent annotator would have substituted the [F-only errors] for Q's words. However, it is entirely possible that the errors in F originate with the type setter, not the annotator: study of typesetters' performance in printing quartos of other plays for the Folio shows that they were capable of straying from their perfectly clear printed copy in ways not unlike what we find in [F] . Thus there is no need to qualify or abandon the inference that F was set from an annotated and perhaps interleaved copy of Q.
30
The Texts of Troilus and The difference is even clearer when the numbers are plotted on a graph. 31 I have relied on the transcriptions of the Folio texts given by the Internet Shakespeare Editions website.
The numbers for Titus Andronicus and Romeo and Juliet are higher than for the other plays being compared to Troilus and Cressida here. This is almost certainly due to the fact that most of those two plays were typeset by the apprentice Compositor E, who did not work on the other six plays being compared, and who typeset only 265 lines of Troilus and Cressida. 32 We can see from this that Troilus and Cressida is categorically different to the other plays. Its F-only errors are far more frequent than we should expect from the evidence of those plays. The typesetting alone cannot account for the F-only errors we observe in this play.
There is one variant of the Folger editors' explanation which, instead of blam ing the compositors generally for the F-only errors, observes that Troilus and Cressida was partly typeset by Compositor H, who did not work on any other Folio plays and blames him alone. This theory was advanced by William Searle in 2000.
33 But it too is untenable. Searle does not consider all of the F-only errors, just the 28 listed by Taylor, which he further reduces to 22. Taylor did not need his list to be complete since his aim was to demonstrate that there is a problem and state his solution to it. But Searle was arguing that errors occur disproportionately in the stint of one compositor. So he needed his list to be either complete or at least representative of the whole. It is not: Taylor's list happened to be skewed towards the end of the play, which was largely set by Compositor H. 34 Even if Searle's technique were sound his conclusion could not be accepted. He counts 3 errors by Compositor B in 890 lines, against 19 errors by Compositor H in 1965 lines, and regards this as evidence of Compositor H's exceptional incompetence. But that is statistically naïve. The Fisher Exact Test, which is a stand ard test of statistical significance for this kind of data, shows that the discrepancy Searle relies on could plausibly have come about by chance alone. 35 Searle's arguments are also assailable on non-bibliographical grounds, which it is unnecessary to deal with here.
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The Texts of Troilus and Cressida 282 32 I recognise the risk of circularity in this argument since errors such as these are partly the evidence from which we deduce that Compositor E was the apprentice whom Jaggard had taken on in 1622. 
The Dual-Copy Theory
The standard theory has been rejected by Anthony B. Dawson in his New Cambridge edition, because of its failure to account satisfactorily for the F-only errors. In its place Dawson proposes a 'dual-copy' theory. 37 According to this some sections of the play in F were set from Q and some from a manu script, but without Q's being marked up by reference to that manuscript. The RSC editors, Jonathan Bate and Eric Rasmussen, in their very brief note on the text appear to adopt the same theory, basing their position on what they consider to be the superiority of many Q readings: '[W]hy annotate a sound reading in a printed text with an alteration that makes less good sense?'
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Dawson adopts the dual-copy theory because it 'explains certain features of both texts best', although he does not develop the point further. Clearly the theory explains the F-only errors, if we suppose that, in the passages where those errors occur, the F compositors were setting from the manuscript and misread it. It similarly explains the Q-only errors if we suppose that the F compositors were setting from the manuscript and read it correctly. Equally clearly the theory explains the common errors, if we suppose that, in those passages, the compositors were setting from Q. But Dawson does not attempt to demonstrate that these explanations are compatible with each other. As I show below they are not.
I call this picture a 'barcode graph'. I have constructed it solely from the list of errors in Appendix B; it can therefore be reconstructed by any interested reader, using only Excel or a similar program. The thin horizontal band in the middle is an axis for Through Line Numbers in this play, from 1 to 3592. I have arranged the lines into groups of 50, which is slightly less than the number of through lines in one column of a two-column Folio page. The first group represents lines 1 to 50, the second represents lines 51 to 100, and so on. The 3592 lines in the play are thus arranged into 72 groups. Above the hori zontal axis each grey vertical bar tells us that there is at least one common error in the lines that group represents. Similarly below the axis each grey vertical bar tells us that there is at least one F-only error in the lines that group represents. For example we see from the absence of grey bars that the first group, covering lines 1 to 50, contains no common or F-only errors, while the second group contains only common errors. In the last six groups, covering lines 3301 to 3592, every group but one has both common and F-only errors.
As Dawson acknowledges, and as this barcode graph shows, there is 'no dis cern ible pattern' here. 39 On the contrary the two types of errors are mingled throughout the text. If the dual-copy theory were correct the pattern shown in the graph could only have come about if the Folio compositors had switched from Q to manuscript, and back again, dozens of times, sometimes switching after setting only a few lines from one copy. Such a procedure would be hugely inefficient and it would pose considerable problems in casting-off and, as Dawson acknowledges, in proof-reading. It is difficult to believe that an experienced printer such as Jaggard would allow such a procedure. The conclusion must be that the dual-copy theory is wrong.
Godshalk's Hypotheses
In arguing for dual copy, Dawson was following a suggestion made in a paper by W. L. Godshalk in 1995. The paper offers three hypotheses, with the implication that each one explains the F-only errors (which Godshalk called 'Strange Mistakes'). 40 The dual-copy theory was what Godshalk called Hypothesis One. I shall now consider the other two, both of which are variants of the standard theory.
Hypothesis Two says:
Folio Troilus and Cressida was set from a scribal transcript of a Quarto that had been used by Shakespeare's company as a promptbook. Shakespeare had made some revisions and corrections in this Quarto promptbook, possibly for a revival of the play at Blackfriars.
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There are three problems with this hypothesis which, taken together, are fatal to it:
• It supposes that Shakespeare wrote his revisions on an exemplar of Q, but it requires him to overlook dozens of errors, spread throughout the text, leaving them uncorrected, to become our common errors.
• Godshalk does not say how this hypothesis explains the F-only errors. The supposition must be that Shakespeare chose some words that were correct in his exemplar of Q and wrote alternative words to take their place, in most cases words that are graphically similar to the ones he was replacing. These words were then misread by the scribe to give us our F-only errors. For example, at 396, Shakespeare replaced Q's an eye with some unknown word that the scribe misread as money, which is the reading we find in F. It is possible that Shakespeare revised some words so as to replace them with new words that are graphically similar. 42 It is certainly possible that his handwriting could have been misread a few times. But it is quite a stretch to believe that both these things happened together dozens of times in one play.
• The hypothesis can explain the bibliographical peculiarities common to Q and F, found by Williams, only by supposing that the scribe copied not just the words written on Shakespeare's exemplar of Q, but also switched his handwriting between Secretary and italic hands in line with the roman and italic types in Q.
Hypothesis Three says:
A scribe was given a playhouse manuscript and the task of preparing a fair copy for the press. For one reason or another the scribe also obtained an exemplar of the Quarto, which influenced his production in both detail and form. The resulting fair copy was a conflation of the Quarto and a playhouse manuscript.
43
This hypothesis can explain the F-only errors by supposing that the scribe misread the manuscript he was copying and did not trouble to check the reading in Q. It can explain the common errors by supposing that the scribe read Q first and either did not check the manuscript or, influenced by the Q reading, thought that the manuscript reading was the same. These explanations are satisfactory on their own, but they are not compatible with each other. I have already shown, when considering Taylor's formulation of the standard theory, that it required the collator to behave in contradictory ways, sometimes on the same line. The same counterexamples and reasoning I offered there serve here to weigh against this hypothesis. Finally the hypothesis cannot explain the bibliographical links between Q and F any more plausibly than Hypothesis Two could.
'That We Come Short of our Suppose so Farre'
The analysis in the sections above demonstrates that the F-only errors, the com mon errors, and the bibliographical links between Q and F, are, in combina tion, fatal to the standard theory no less than to the several alternatives, including the dual-copy theory, which have been offered in its place.
We might end our enquiry at this point, albeit with the unsatisfying conclu sion that we cannot explain how this play was transmitted to the Folio. However I shall venture to go further and offer a new theory of transmission, which fits the evidence better. The starting point is to ask, as I did at the start of this paper: What is the bibliographical relationship between Q and F? In Appendix A I review the evidence provided by Williams for his claim that 'F was indeed set up from a copy of Q' 44 and show that it is less strong than he claimed. Nevertheless some of it is strong enough that it cannot reasonably be explained except by acknowledging that there is indeed some bibliographical relationship between Q and F.
Where Williams (and, before him, Alexander) went wrong was in supposing that the relationship must be that F was typeset from an exemplar of Q. Strictly speaking that conclusion does not follow from the evidence they collected. If two printed texts share features such as common errors and biblio graphical peculiarities, it does not necessarily mean that the later text was printed from the earlier one. It could also mean that both were printed from a common ancestor, which we do not possess.
With that hint, my account of the alternative theory I offer here begins with the entry in the Stationers' Register made on 7 February 1603: 'Mr Robertes. Entred for his copie in full Court holden this day · to print when he hath gotten sufficient aucthority for yt. The booke of Troilus and Cresseda as yt is acted by my lo: Chamblens Men'.
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The Q0 Theory We do not know if Roberts got sufficient authority and printed a quarto of Troilus and Cressida in 1603. The theory I offer below is founded on the premise that he did. I shall try to show that this premise is the key that unlocks the puzzle of how this play came to be transmitted to us in the Folio. For brevity I shall call this lost quarto Q0 and I shall refer to the theory as the Q0 theory. Godshalk speculated that a quarto might have been printed in 1603, but he did not develop the thought further. 46 Much earlier, in 1948, G. B. Harrison may have had the same thought when he wrote, without further elaboration:
From certain similarities in the setting of the two texts, it seems either that the folio text was printed from a copy of the quarto carefully but not uniformly corrected from a playhouse copy, or that both texts derive from a common original. 47 The idea underlying the theory is that if Q and F both derive from Q0 -in other words, if they are siblings rather than parent and child -then it becomes possible for us to explain all of the errors without requiring our scribes, collators, or compositors to behave in ways not evidenced for any other play in the Folio. In outline the Q0 theory is as follows:
• Appendix B lists the 163 errors found in Q or F or both. We suppose that Q0 was badly printed, in 1603, from a manuscript and it introduced all or most of these errors.
• We suppose that, in 1609, an exemplar of Q0 was used to print Q.
• Appendix B shows that there are 59 F-only errors. These errors must have been corrected when Q was printed from Q0, because otherwise they would have been reproduced in Q and would not be F-only errors.
• Some of the 59 corrections made in Q may have been made by intelligent guesswork. But this could not have been the case for many of them. For example violenteth for no lesse at 2392 is not a correction likely to have been made in the printing house. So these corrections must have been made by collating the exemplar of Q0 with an authoritative manuscript.
• In 1623 the first three pages of this play in F were printed from an exemplar of Q, before printing was abandoned.
• When printing resumed later in the year, it was not from Q but from a (different) exemplar of Q0.
• The 54 Q-only errors must have been corrected when the rest of F was printed. Many of the corrections made in F were not obvious ones -for example, co-act for Court at 3112 -and must have been made by collating Q0 with an authoritative manuscript.
• The 50 common errors were errors in Q0, which were not corrected in the printing of Q or of F.
The Q0 theory requires two collations, by different people at different times: once for the printing of Q, and once for the printing of F. For clarity I shall call these people the 'Q collator' and the 'F collator'. Each of them collated his exemplar of Q0 with a manuscript provided to him. The two manuscripts used for the collations could not have been the same, nor could they have been copies of the same manuscript: there are too many differences between Q and F to support such a belief. So Q and F have come down to us through the collation of Q0 with two different manuscripts.
In the following section I consider how well the Q0 theory fits the evidence of the errors. In a later section I consider other matters, such as the double rejection of Pandarus, which, while not part of the theory, appear to be able to be explained in a manner consistent with it.
Collations with Q0 and the Errors
The Q collator chosen by Bonian and Walley worked from an exemplar of Q0 and a manuscript. He successfully marked up corrections for what later became the F-only errors; that is, for the errors listed in Appendix B as F-only, he found the correct readings in the manuscript and corrected his exemplar of Q0. The collator is likely, unless he was quite exceptionally disciplined, to have read words from Q0 and then compared them with the manu script; in other words, to make the natural mistake of reading proof against copy rather than copy against proof. Having been influenced by what he had read in Q0, he sometimes found what he was looking for in the manuscript, rather than the correct readings that were actually there. This explains how he overlooked the common errors; they remained in the marked-up Q0 and were duly printed in Q. This explanation is identical to the one I gave earlier when I asked how the standard theory could explain the common errors. The problem there was that the standard theory needed the collator to be two different people at once: slavish to the manuscript in order to produce the F-only errors, but also careless enough to allow the common errors to pass. It also required the manuscript to be reassuringly legible. We have no such problem with the Q0 theory, which requires only an ordinary manuscript and an ordinary collator of the kind we should expect, being led by Q0, because it was easier to read and therefore allowing himself to miss the common errors.
What of the Q-only errors? Since the F-only errors were a fatal problem for the standard theory, symmetry suggests that Q-only errors should be similarly fatal to my theory, since it posits a collation stage in the printing of Q. But it is not so. The pivotal difference is that each collator in the Q0 theory has in front of him an exemplar of Q0 containing incorrect readings. He reads these, looks for them in the manuscript, and sometimes thinks he finds them. By contrast the collator presumed by the standard theory had an exemplar of Q containing correct readings (for the F-only errors), but nevertheless went ahead and replaced them with incorrect ones from the manuscript. To sum up this point the Q0 theory is able to explain all three kinds of errors. The standard theory can explain the Q-only errors, and then either the F-only errors or the common errors, but not both. In neither collation posited by the Q0 theory is a collator required to replace a correct reading by an incorrect one.
A few examples will illustrate the above explanation. Consider line 3481, which I used earlier as a counterexample to Taylor's solution: it contains a common error (hen'd for horn'd) and an F-only error (sparrow for spartan) on successive words. Taylor's collator was required to read two successive words (hen'd spartan) in his exemplar of Q, one incorrect (hen'd) and one correct (spartan). He was required to fail to correct hen'd, but replace the cor rect spartan with the incorrect sparrow. By contrast the Q0 theory requires its Q collator to do something much more plausible: read two incorrect words (hen'd sparrow) in his exemplar of Q0, successfully correct one of them (sparrow to spartan) but, for the other one (hen'd), influenced by what he has read in Q0, misread his manuscript as if it had the same incorrect word in it and therefore leave it unchanged. Later in the transmission pro cess the F collator in the Q0 theory is required to do nothing more improb able than overlook both errors, perhaps by not collating the line at all.
Among other examples, we may note line 1763, where we suppose that the Q0 compositor had misread Cunning as Comming, an error which, as I have noted above, is also found in All's Well That Ends Well. Both the Q and F collators overlooked the error and the misreading was duly printed in Q and F. At 2392 we suppose Q0 printed no lesse, which the Q collator corrected to violenteth but the F collator did not, making it an F-only error. At 3112 we suppose Q0 printed Court for co-act. The Q collator overlooked the error but the F collator corrected it, giving us our Q-only error.
It is also easy to see how the bibliographical links between Q and F found by Williams are explained. Both texts were printed from differently markedup copies of the same quarto, Q0. We should expect some bibliographical features of Q0 to survive through into a reprint and many others not to survive. This is precisely what we see with Q and F. As I demonstrate in Appendix A the quarto and Folio texts share only a few bibliographical links, not nearly as many as Williams claimed. In reprinting their copies of marked-up Q0 Eld's and Jaggard's compositors obliterated many of Q0's bibliographical peculiarities, but preserved some. Among those a few are common to Q and F and Williams found them.
As an example consider the word 'Troy'. I have noted in Appendix A that this word occurs more than 50 times in Q and F, almost always in roman type. The Q0 compositors happened to print it in italics 8 times at 1212, 1471, 1608, 1820, 1993, 2301, 2329, and 2545 (and perhaps even in one or two other places). When printing Q from Q0 Eld's compositors standardized to roman type in 2 of these 8 places and retained the italic in 5 places (line 2545 does not occur in Q). By contrast when printing F Jaggard's Compositor H, who typeset all eight lines, followed his copy, Q0, and reproduced the italic type. In this way some but not all of Q0's bibliographical peculiarities were reproduced in both Q and F, to give us the false impression that F was printed from Q.
The Abandonment and Resumption of Printing in F
We do not know why printing was abandoned after the first three pages of this play had been printed in the Folio. Hinman wrote that 'Henry Walley, who owned the copyright, forbade the inclusion of this play in the Jaggard volume'. 48 Jaggard had started reprinting the Q text in anticipation of an agree ment with Walley (Bonian having died) but had to abandon the play when no such agreement was reached. I do not mean to question this explana tion, which is the only plausible one we have. William Jaggard died sometime before 4 November 1623 and his son Isaac inherited the business. 49 He and Edward Blount went to Stationers' Hall on 8 November to register the plays that were new in the Folio (which, on that day, did not include Troilus and Cressida). They paid for the register to be searched for previous years and were rewarded with the discovery of prior entries, by James Roberts for As You Like It and by Blount himself for Antony and Cleopatra. William Jaggard had bought Roberts's business in 1606 so Isaac Jaggard was now the legal owner of Roberts's entry, and of course Blount still owned the other entry, so the two men recouped the search fee by having to pay a shilling less to register the Folio. To find Roberts's entry for As You Like It the clerk would have had to go as far back as 1600, so there can be little doubt that he would also have found Roberts's registration of Troilus and Cressida in 1603.
It is completely unsurprising that, by 1623, neither William nor Isaac Jaggard remembered Roberts's entries for As You Like It and Troilus and Cressida, if indeed they had become aware of them at all when William Jaggard bought Roberts's business in 1606. Blount had registered Antony and Cleopatra in 1608 but had evidently forgotten about it by 1623. But, at the latest by 8 November 1623, Jaggard became aware that Roberts had entered Troilus and Cressida six years earlier than Bonian and Walley and that he now had the legal benefit of the entry.
The standard theory explains that a manuscript of the play was now found; or, at least, that it had been found at some time in the months between the abandonment and the resumption of printing. It does not explain how Heminges and Condell had failed to find the manuscript at the start of printing. After all they had managed to find manuscripts in the archives for The Two Gentlemen of Verona and The Comedy of Errors, two plays written much earlier than Troilus and Cressida. (Alternatively if a variant of the standard theory says that the manuscript had been available even when Jaggard started reprinting Q, then it cannot explain why the manuscript's differences with Q become much more numerous after the point in the text at which printing had been abandoned earlier, except by invoking a remarkable coincidence.) Greg wrote that the discovery of the Troilus and Cressida manuscript and Roberts's entry would, in combination, have allowed Jaggard 'to snap his fingers at Walley' 50 and print the play from the manuscript. Blayney is more cautious. He tells us that it is more likely that the discovery of Roberts's entry would have persuaded Walley to agree a compromise and allow Jaggard to print the play without disputing copyright at the court of the Stationers' Company. 51 The Q0 theory can offer a simpler explanation. On 8 November 1623 when he discovered Roberts's entry at Stationers' Hall, Jaggard's business was still operating from Roberts's old premises. It would have been entirely natural for him to go back to those premises and carry out a search to see if he could find an exemplar of Q0. Until that day there would have been no reason for him to suppose that Q0 even existed, let alone that he might find it, but now there was. Roberts had been a printer who was entrepreneurial enough to register plays in the hope of finding publishers for whom to print them. Jaggard would have had reason to hope that Roberts had retained an exemplar of Q0 at his premises, in case he was called upon to do a reprint. The Q0 theory supposes that Jaggard looked for and found an exemplar of Q0 on or soon after 8 November 1623.
As Blayney observes it is unlikely that Roberts's entry would have given Jaggard the right to print the play. 52 But, according to my theory, once Jaggard discovered an exemplar of Q0 he had all he needed. He had a claim to the play predating Walley's and a printed text of his own that predated Q. He had no need to compromise with Walley at all. He had no need to use Q again but could print the play from Q0 instead. So when printing resumed in November 1623 no further use was made of Q. The rest of the play was typeset from the exemplar of Q0 that Jaggard had found.
That exemplar of Q0 was marked up by the person I have called the F collator, by reference to a manuscript. There is no need to suppose that any new manuscript was found. I have argued earlier in this paper that some manu script must have been used to mark up Q before the first three pages were printed, however lightly. We may suppose that the same manuscript was
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now used to mark up Q0. Why was the marking-up done at all? A comparison of quartos and the Folio for other plays shows that no play in F is a straight reprint. Heminges and Condell arranged for every quarto exemplar they used to be at least lightly marked up with corrections. If, as I have suggested, Q0 contained a high number of errors it would be natural for it to be corrected from the manuscript before it was used. That is as far as we can go with the evidence we have but a mystery still remains. Even after the whole of the play had been printed in F there was a 'detectable delay' before the prologue was printed, on a new cancel leaf for which the first page of the dialogue had to be typeset again, becoming the very last words to be printed in the book. 53 Why was the prologue not printed with the rest of the play? Tiffany Stern has shown that prologues were not always kept with the manuscripts of the plays and were sometimes separately published. 54 Perhaps the prologue of this play was not part of the manu script Jaggard's collator had been given and was found at the last moment. Or perhaps Heminges and Condell baulked at seeing the last page of Romeo and Juliet crossed out by hand on the recto of the page whose verso contained the opening dialogue of Troilus and Cressida. That is what they would have seen if they had examined one of the Folios that were on sale during the delay. 55 If so they may have persuaded Jaggard to print the opening dialogue again, on the verso of a cancel leaf, with the prologue, in a large font size, being used to fill what would otherwise have been white space on the recto. It makes for a nice symmetry that the play whose only surviving quarto began life with a cancelled title-page should also be the one whose prologue was printed on a cancel leaf at the last possible moment.
Q0 and the Inns of Court Theory
This section of my paper -and only this section -is based on the premise that there was a performance of this play at the Inns of Court. I shall show that this premise helps us to develop a more detailed transmission narrative that fits well with the evidence. For brevity we may use the term 'public version' for the version of the play performed at the Globe and the term 'private version' for the one assumed here to have been performed at the Inns of Court.
We begin by observing that Q and F are clearly different versions of the play. Applying Occam's razor, we infer that one must be the public version and the other the private version. The epistle printed in Q tells us that the play was 'neuer stal'd with the Stage'. If the words are true then they clearly cannot apply to the public version, but they may apply to the private version.
Performance at the Inns of Court would not count as a performance on the stage. Moreover the epistle's claim that the play was 'neuer clapper-clawd with the palmes of the vulger' does not exclude the possibility that it was clapper-clawed with the palms of the learned, while 'not being sullied, with the smoaky breath of the multitude' is consistent with an indoor rather than an outdoor performance since the breath of groundlings standing in the open air at the Globe on an English winter's day could be said to be 'smoky'. This suggests that Q, which contains the epistle, is the private version.
Next consider the 'double rejection' of Pandarus. Towards the end of the play, after his disillusionment with Cressida, Troilus angrily dismisses Pandarus. In the Folio text this rejection occurs twice. The first is at the end of scene V.3: Clearly the two rejections could not have been intended to appear in the same version of the play: Shakespeare wrote one rejection for the public version and one for the private. Q contains just the second of these rejections so we may infer that, in the private version, Pandarus was dismissed at the very end of the play; but in the public version he was dismissed a few scenes earlier. It follows from this that, as Taylor also suggests, the printing of the second rejection in F was an error of transmission and that it and the epilogue were intended to be in the private version only. This claim is supported by Pandarus's announcement in the epilogue that 'my will here shall be made', a remark that would be more apt if spoken at the Inns of Court.
Coghill argued convincingly that Pandarus has a dramatic function in scene V.3, the first rejection, which is to deliver Cressida's letter to Troilus, but no such function in the last scene. 56 Moreover his presence at the gates of Troy, where V.3 is set, is more plausible than his presence on the battlefield in the last scene. Admittedly Shakespeare's company did not use realistic scenery, but they did take care to provide compensating visual and auditory sig nals to the audience; for example, alarums and excursions in battle scenes. Is it credible to imagine Shakespeare being artless enough to establish a battlefield scene in the audience's imaginary senses but then bring Pandarus on stage to contradict it? Yes but it is easier to imagine that it was not his original intention and came about through hasty adaptation for an impending private performance. These considerations lead us to infer that the first rejection was in the earlier version of the play. The second rejection came about because Shakespeare wanted to bring Pandarus on to speak the epilogue to the Inns of Court audience. So F, the public version of the play was earlier than Q, the private version.
Coghill thought that the 'Prologue arm'd', who appears only in F was arm ing himself against the Inns of Court audience and that the prologue and the epilogue were a pair, written by Shakespeare in anticipation of an unfriendly crowd. 57 If this were so we should expect to find both the prologue and the epilogue in the private version and neither one in the public ver sion. But we find the prologue only in F and, as we have noted, the epilogue should have been only in Q. We may infer from this that the prologue was written for the public version, F, and the epilogue for the private version, Q.
Did the lost Q0 print the public or the private version? Suppose for a moment that Q0 was the public version. If so it would have contained the prologue and we must explain the prologue's absence from Q by saying that the manuscript, with which Q0 was collated to produce the copy for Q, must have been the private version, the version without the prologue. So the manuscript, with which Q0 was collated several years later to produce the copy for F, must have been the public version. But then we cannot explain how the epilogue came to be in F since the epilogue was only in the private version. From this argument by reductio ad absurdum we deduce that Q0 must have been the private version of the play.
W. R. Elton noted and discussed the conjecture that John Marston, who had lived at Middle Temple until 1606 and was a very close friend of Henry Walley's, may have provided to him a manuscript of the play that had once been presented to someone at the Inns. 58 We may develop the conjecture a little further to help us solve the puzzle of the two title-pages of Q. Suppose that, in 1609, Bonian and Walley had obtained an exemplar of Q0 and had appointed George Eld to reprint it. We know that they had succeeded in registering the play in their own names, the previous registrant James Roberts being dead. 59 We may be fairly confident that the title-page of Q0 made a claim to its performance by Shakespeare's company. If we look at the twenty-one Shakespeare plays other than Troilus and Cressida that were pub lished in quarto form (that is, the eighteen included in the Folio plus Edward III, Pericles, and The Two Noble Kinsmen) we find that only two first quartos, 1 Henry IV and 2 Henry VI, fail to refer to performances of the play on their title-pages. 60 Whether the performing company was named as the Lord Chamberlain's Men or the King's Men depends on whether Q0 was printed before or after 19 May 1603 when James I took the company into his patronage. 61 Even if the title-page of Q0 referred to the Lord Chamberlain's Men, Bonian and Walley or Eld could have changed it to the King's Men since the former name was long out of use in 1609. Suppose that, as the printing of Q was getting underway, Walley mentioned it to his friend Marston. If Marston knew of the existence of a presentation copy of the play, in the possession of someone at the Inns, he may have arranged for it to be lent to Walley to help him correct the many errors in the exemplar of Q0 that was being used to print Q. Bonian and Walley used the manu script to have that exemplar marked up with corrections. But they also realised that they had a 'private' manuscript in their hands and they saw a marketing opportunity, to offer their customers not merely a reprint but something more exclusive. 62 It was to seize this opportunity that they changed the titlepage and commissioned the epistle, which made a point of stressing the play's exclusivity.
Williams wrote that 'the time at which it was decided to cancel the original title-page can be determined with some precision. The decision must have been made after outer A had been printed but before either forme of M had been printed'. 63 The Q0 theory allows us to pinpoint this event, with even greater precision, to the interval between the printing of sheet A and the completion of typesetting for sheet B. The first F-only error, which is certainly a misreading, occurs just six lines after the end of the first three pages in F (money for an eye at 396). This suggests that by the time they came to print the line in Q that corresponds to 396 in F, Eld's compositors were already typesetting from a marked-up exemplar of Q0 not the unannotated exemplar they had started with. This line occurs on page B2 in Q. This in turn suggests that Bonian and Walley received the manuscript from Marston and decided to make use of it at the very latest by the time that B2 was fully typeset.
Bonian and Walley collated Q0 with a manuscript, also of the private version, to correct its many errors. But Heminges and Condell, or Jaggard, collated Q0 with a manuscript of the public version. So the F text consists of words from the public version overlaid on to the private version. The colla tion was probably done in a hurry, since, by November 1623, Jaggard would have wanted to complete the project, the Folio being already on sale without this play. Hinman found that 'there is not much basis in fact . . . for the argument that post-cancellation Troilus was finally, in the eleventh hour, rushed into print with all possible speed'. 64 That there is no bibliographical evidence of a rush does not of course prove that no pressure was placed on Jaggard's collator. If anything we may think that Jaggard was able to take his usual time to print this play because the collation had been completed very quickly. With this insight we may explain several cruxes in the F text. Consider again the double rejection. When the F collator reached the end of what is scene V.3 for us, he found in his manuscript the two lines making up Troilus's first rejection of Pandarus (3329-30, as quoted above) since that manuscript was the public version. But these lines were not in his exemplar of Q0, since that was the private version. He duly marked up the lines in Q0 and they were printed in F. He had already added several other lines to Q0, to give us the passages that are unique to the Folio, so he was accustomed to doing this. When he came to the end of the play he found, in the Q0 text, Troilus's speech vowing revenge followed by the entry of Pandarus, Troilus's other rejection lines, and the epilogue speech. But his manuscript came to an end with the revenge speech since it was a manuscript of the public version. So he simply stopped collating leaving the second rejection and the epilogue in his exemplar of Q0. That is how the double rejection came to be printed in F.
In Troilus's and Cressida's parting scene, we find the following contradictory lines in F, providing an entry for AEneus just before he speaks from within. The phrase 'they call him Troylus' does not occur here in Q but occurs later in the speech in both Q and F so the repetition in F is, like the double rejection, puzzling. I shall not add to the extensive scholarly commentary on these passages in F except to observe that they may be easily explained by the theory I have given in this section: they are the results of a hasty collation between two different versions of the play.
The Lost Quarto and its Quality
There is nothing particularly improbable about the notion that a Shakespeare quarto was printed in his era but did not survive into ours. No exemplar of Love's Labour's Won is known to us. Cardenio, if it was ever printed, has likewise perished. We did not know about Q1 of Hamlet until the nineteenth century. We did not know about Q1 of Titus Andronicus until the twentieth century and only one exemplar is known to survive. Only one sheet from one exemplar of the earliest known quarto of 1 Henry IV has survived (usually called Q0, although the Oxford editors chose to call it Q1).
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From the reference on its title-page to its being 'Newly corrected and augmented', some scholars are prepared to infer that the earliest surviving quarto of Love's Labour's Lost is not the first, but was preceded by a bad quarto now lost. Roberts was a printer so it is perfectly possible that, having entered a play in the Stationers' Register, he went on to print it as well. It is not something we can take for granted. Blayney wrote that 'James Roberts had something of a habit of entering plays provisionally, selling them, and leaving the buyers to obtain the necessary authority'. 66 Roberts had entered As You Like It on 4 August 1600 but, as far as we know, he did not print it. We know he did not print Q1 of Hamlet, although he had entered the play on 26 July 1602. However he did print Q2 of Hamlet for Nicholas Ling in 1604, and Q1 of The Merchant of Venice for Thomas Heyes in 1600, so it is possible that he also teamed up with a publisher for Troilus and Cressida in 1603 and printed it.
We suppose that Q0 contained all or most of the errors listed in Appendix B. In a play of 27,225 words (in F), 163 errors is approximately 6.0 errors per 1,000 words. Is this ratio plausible? It is on the high side but it is within the range of possibility. Our closest comparison is with Q2 of Hamlet, printed by Roberts the year after I suppose him to have printed Q0 of Troilus and Cressida. Q2 Hamlet contains 137 errors in 30,631 words, a ratio of 4.5 errors per 1,000 words. Q1 of King Lear has a higher ratio, 165 errors in 25,978 words, or 6.4 errors per 1,000 words. If the Q0 theory is correct then, among other things, it tells us that the lost Q0 was more error-strewn than Q2 Hamlet, but a little better than Nicholas Okes's Q1 King Lear. 68 The paper purports to provide what Greg later called 'full bibliographical proof' that Q was used in the printing of F. 69 Williams's paper was a distilla tion of material from his unpublished doctoral dissertation. It has been duly cited in every detailed account of the transmission of this play. However it has been rarely checked; indeed, the only critical examination of it that I have found is in Anthony Dawson's New Cambridge edition. 70 Dawson does not discuss all of Williams's evidence, but he challenges enough of it to make good his claim that the bibliographical links between Q and F are much less strong than has been supposed.
Williams makes his case by presenting three categories of evidence: the use of roman and italic types, speech headings, and spellings. 71 But, as Dawson notes, he omits to provide enough context for his evidence. To some extent, Dawson misrepresents Williams's argument as being that the F compositors were paying close attention to Q's incidentals. 72 That is not Williams's point; rather, it is that the compositors, while following their preferences as they usually did, were sometimes influenced by the incidentals of Q and that we can discern this influence when both texts agree on an unusual incidental detail. But we need to judge Williams's theory by considering all his evidence in context. I do so below and try to show that it is much less strong than it appears to be. I have replaced the act/scene/line numbers cited by Williams with Through Line Numbers.
It is normal practice in Q and F to print proper names in italics, in both text and stage directions. So when we find them both using roman type instead Williams regards it as evidence of Q's influence on F. At 3171 both texts print Neptune in roman type. At first glance this example appears persuasive, because the same speech contains mentions of Vulcan, Venus, and Mars all duly printed in italics. But F also prints Neptune in roman type at 501 even though Q does not, displacing Williams's presumption that the use of roman type for this word is an indicator of quarto influence. Williams also notes that Sol is printed in roman type in both texts, at 548. He may be right to regard this as evidence of quarto influence but, given the example of Neptune just discussed, that is far from certain.
At 1205 and 1888 the F stage directions 'Enter Thersites solus' and 'Enter Achilles and Patroclus in their tent' give the entrants' names in roman type, as Q does. In a footnote Williams says that these 'can be explained only by assuming that the compositor followed his copy'. But this is not so. As Williams notes, in the Comedies section of the Folio alone, roman type is used for proper names in stage directions in three other plays: The Tempest, The Two Gentlemen of Verona, and The Merry Wives of Windsor. All these plays were printed from manuscript so it is clear that the F compositors were capable of using roman type in this way without quarto influ ence.
Williams understates the evidence for his strongest example. He notes that the word Troy occurs more than 50 times in Q and F, almost always in roman type. He gives 3 instances where Q prints the word in italics and F does the same (1608, 1820, and 1993). There are 2 other instances, which he did not note: 2301 and 2329. These 5 instances are the only ones where Q prints the word in italics; 73 in each case F does likewise. F has only 3 other occurrences of the word in italics (disregarding the prologue, which is unique to F and printed wholly in italics). One of these, 2545, is also in a passage unique to F and the other 2, 1212 and 1471, are printed as roman type in Q. This is strong evidence of a bibliographical link: the sample is large and Q and F print the word in italics in less than 10 per cent of that sample, so the chance of the close correspondence between them being merely coincidental is small.
We may disregard Williams's last example of a correspondence in the use of italics, Autumne at 281, since this occurs in the first 3 pages of F, for which there is no doubt that F was printed from Q, but which tells us nothing about what kind of copy was used when printing resumed.
Speech headings provide the second kind of evidence that Williams presents, but it is highly misleading. He notes that In F the prefix 'Pat.' occurs at 943, 966, 973, 1287, 1344, 2874, 2881, 2892, and 2902. Of these only the last 4 are matched in Q; in other words, F prints 'Pat.' more often in disagreement with Q than in agreement, displacing the presumption of quarto influence. Williams is on slightly surer ground with the prefix 'Patro.', which occurs in F at 1257, 1311, 2135, 2579, 2583, and 2886. Of these the first is on a line that does not occur in Q but 4 out of the other 5 are indeed matched in Q.
Williams repeats the argument with Diomedes, whose speech prefixes are as below:
He argues that the 'Diom.' prefix in F is evidence of Q's influence. It occurs 14 times in F and 11 of these are matched in Q. Although the numbers are small, this is more persuasive evidence than for Pandarus and Patroclus.
Calchas speaks only 4 times in the play, at 1849, 1866, 2975, and 2977, though both Q and F wrongly assign Cressida's speech to him at 2989. Williams notes that, for the third of these speeches, both Q and F use the speech prefix 'Chal.'. But he does not mention that F also uses the same prefix in the fourth speech whereas Q does not. This is wafer-thin evidence.
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75 This evidence is given only in Williams, 'The 1609 Quarto', p. 199, not in 'Relationship' as well. Next Williams looks at cases where characters' names are given in full in speech prefixes. His most misleading example is Ajax for whom he writes: 'In Q the Speechheading for Ajax is sometimes written out in full. In F it is usually abbreviated Aia. F uses the longer form ten times, in each case reproducing the full form found in Q'. 76 This sounds impressive until we observe that Q uses the full form almost all the time not 'sometimes' as Williams says. Of 50 speeches given to Ajax in Q 46 use his full name as the prefix. So any use of the full form in F is almost bound to match Q, even if the F compositors had never set eyes on it. In any case the name being only four characters long, the use of the full form in F can hardly be considered of much significance.
Williams's other examples for Nestor, Priam, and Paris, are suggestive without being very persuasive. Nestor's name is used in full in speech prefixes only twice by Q. F matches one of these (486) and does not match the other (598). For Priam the full name is used by Q in speech prefixes 5 times (985, 1085, 3269, 3279, and 3306). The last 4 of these are matched in F, but the name is short and so we would expect it to be given in full from time to time. Finally Q gives Paris as the speech prefix 10 times (1532, 2170, 2179, 2221, 2226, 2243, 2251, 2385, 2490, and 2535) and 2 of these (1533 and 2490) are matched in F, being the only instances where F uses the full name as a prefix. But, given the shortness of the name, there is nothing remarkable in its being given in full in F from time to time.
The last category of evidence presented by Williams is of spellings he claims are significant. The evidence given in his paper is slight; it is presented at greater length in his dissertation. 77 He writes: 'The use of final ie for y in polysyllables is not a char ac ter istic spelling of the compositors of either Q or F. Seventy-two such spellings, however, are found in Q; the compositors of F reproduce forty-six of these spellings'. He then lists the 72 words, observing the matching ie spellings in Q and F; for example the spellings 'curtesie' and 'courtesie' at 1309, 2643, and 3448. But Williams is wholly mistaken about the significance of this. Far from being 'not a characteristic' the ie spelling is generally preferred by Folio compositors. The spelling 'curtesie' occurs 44 times among all Folio plays, the spelling 'courtesie' 27 times, and the spellings 'curtesy' and 'courtesy' never. Similarly Williams regards it as significant that F uses the spelling 'fiftie' at 316, matching Q. But even if we disregard the fact that this occurs in the first three pages of F, which we know were reprinted from Q, it is of no significance because 'fiftie' is the majority spelling in the Folio, occurring 20 times in all plays, against only 11 times for 'fifty'. Of the 72 words listed by Williams the ie spelling is the majority spelling, sometimes the exclusive spelling, for 69. The three exceptions are 'heauy', 'safety', and 'vnity'; even for these the ie spelling occurs many times in F. In summary matching ie spellings are no evidence at all for Q's influence on F.
Williams is on firmer ground when he considers O/Oh spellings. 78 Q uses the O spelling 65 times and the Oh spelling 24 times, while the figures for F are 71 and 17 respectively. 79 There are 87 common occurrences of the word in Q and F; for these the spelling differs between Q and F in only 9 cases: at 940, 1704, 2400, 2402, 2455, 2464, 2473, 2648, and 3054. Of these no less than 5 occur on just one Folio page, ¶ ¶2 v , which may be because it was being set from manuscript owing to a defect in the Q exemplar. Be that as it may only 9 spelling differences in 87 uses of the word is good evidence for Q influence on F.
As Dawson points out some of Williams's work on spellings has been vitiated by subse quent compositor studies. 80 For example his argument that the do and go spellings by 'Compositor A' are signs of Q influence on F is inapplicable, since scholars now think that Compositor H typeset the relevant lines. We do not know Com positor H's spelling preferences since his work has been detected nowhere except in this play.
Williams does not note one very strong piece of bibliographical evidence, presumably because it had already been noted by Alexander. 81 Achilles is mentioned 82 times in Q and 84 times in F, in speeches and stage directions. In both Q and F the spelling is always 'Achilles', except at 1295 where both texts print 'Achillis'.
To sum up, Williams's evidence is not as overwhelming as has been supposed, but it is enough to prove that there is a bibliographical relationship between Q and F.
APPENDIX B LIST OF ERRORS IN Q AND F
This appendix lists the errors found in Q or F. I have disregarded merely typographical errors (for example our Grecian prat for our Grecian part in Q at 3512) and, more generally, errors that can be characterized as compositorial blunders. For example, at 323, Q prints 'for it has beene a great while going by'. In F this appears as 'For is has beene a grcat while going by'. The it/is error in F is almost certainly a blunder by the compositor, not a misreading, while the great/grcat error certainly is so. Therefore, I have not counted either as an error. As in other plays there are many such errors in both texts, often consisting of dropped words. They are of evidential value for some purposes but not here, since I am concerned only to list errors that are plausible as misreadings.
It is possible that some scholars will think that I have left out a few readings that they regard as errors. For example I have given batch at 2876, common to both texts, the benefit of the doubt although many editors since Theobald have regarded it as an error and emended it to botch. It is certain that at least a few readings on my list will be regarded by some as not errors at all. For example in Ulysses's famous oration, at 569-70, Q prints 'each thing melts / In meere oppugnancie', while F prints 'each thing meetes / In meere oppugnancie'. The F reading has its supporters: it has been adopted by Gary Taylor in the Oxford complete works edition and by David Bevington in his Arden 3 edition (both editions are based on F, which Taylor and Bevington regard as the revised text). But, as Bevington acknowledges, meetes could be a misreading of the more difficult melts, which word and its synonyms are 'recurrent metaphors in Shakespeare for dissolution of identity', 82 the topic that Ulysses is partly addressing in these lines. Therefore I have regarded meetes as an error in F rather than as an authorial variant between Q and F.
As the above examples show opinions differ about whether any given reading really is an error. There must be few readings anywhere in Shakespeare that some com mentator has not attempted to defend, so the criterion for including a reading in this list cannot be that it is unanimously regarded as an error. For example Taylor wrote that his 28 errors were 'unanimously rejected by modern editors'. 83 That was in 1982. By 2000 four of the 28 had been accepted in scholarly editions. 84 A unanimity requirement, even among only modern editions, would create a 'race to the bottom' and would be almost bound to cause us to underestimate the number of errors. As a matter of logic it seems to me that accepting one reasonable list of errors is likely to bring us closer to the truth than taking only the overlapping elements of many reasonable lists. 85 Fortunately the list below is long enough that, even if the reader removes a few items from it that he or she regards as authorial variants rather than errors, the remainder will constitute adequate evidence with which to test the transmission theories I discuss in this paper.
The table below gives 163 errors, which can first be summarized in a 'balance sheet' as follows:
In the table below an entry in <brackets> indicates that the bracketed word or phrase is presumed to have been omitted. For common errors I have saved space by not giving the presumed correct readings; for these readers may consult critical editions. Among the 59 F-only errors listed here, 27 of the 28 on Taylor's list are included and marked with an asterisk (unlike Taylor, but like Foakes and Bevington I have not regarded the the/you variant at 2625 as an error). Remarkably one word in Q, Calcho's at 2210, contains both a Q-only error ('o' for 'a') and a common error (apostrophe in the wrong place). 85 In any case it is often not possible to be sure which readings an editor has regarded as errors. For example if an edition is based on the Q text, then the collation does not usually state whether the editor thought the F reading was an error or an authorial variant. The problem is worse for Troilus and Cressida since many editions of it are avowedly eclectic. 
APPENDIX C LIST OF F-ONLY ERRORS IN QUARTO REPRINTS
For each of the 8 Folio plays that textual scholars believe were reprinted from lightly marked-up quarto copy, I list below the F-only errors i.e. errors in F for which the quarto had an arguably correct reading. In compiling the lists I have relied on the colla tions given in the Oxford Textual Companion. As with Troilus and Cressida I have disregarded F-only errors that look like sophistications or misguided corrections or the indifferent variants that compositors produce when carrying several words in their heads at once. The following examples of readings not counted by me as F-only errors are all taken from A Midsummer Night's Dream, believed to have been printed from an exemplar of Q2 (the falsely-dated Pavier quarto of 1619).
In the lists below the first reading is that of the quarto from which the Folio text is generally believed to have been printed; the second reading is the one in F. For brevity I have given only the Through Line Numbers, keyed to the Folio text. were overlooked. An exemplar of Q0 containing the corrected sheets was used to print Q in 1609, explaining why it contains the Q-only errors and common errors, but not the F-only errors. In 1623 the exemplar of Q0 used by Jaggard had its sheets in their uncorrected state. The collator marked up corrections for what we call the Q-only errors, but he overlooked those for the F-only errors and the common errors. In this way we can explain the errors in both Q and F without invoking a collation stage for Q. This is an attractive theory, but how plausible is it? It requires 59 substantive press corrections during the printing of Q0, one for each of the F-only errors. We have seen much worse. Greg counted no less than 148 substantive press variants among the surviving copies of Q1 King Lear. 88 But that quarto is an anomaly. A much better comparison is with Q2 Hamlet, which was printed by James Roberts in 1604. This was the year after our theory requires him to have printed Q0, so we may suppose that the standard of workmanship was about the same for both quartos. Q2 Hamlet, a longer play than Troilus and Cressida, contains only 26 press variants, 89 a much lower number than the 59 we are comparing it to. This discrepancy between the observed extent of variation in Q2 Hamlet and the presumed extent in Q0 does not encourage the belief that press correction in Q0 was responsible for eliminating the F-only errors.
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Sonia Massai has recently argued that publishers annotated the quartos they were intending to reprint to a much greater extent than has been acknowledged. 90 She gives persuasive examples from publications by Andrew Wise and Thomas Pavier; for example the improvement of speech prefixes in 1 Henry IV, the changing of the order in which the ghosts appear in Richard III, and the correction of factual errors in 2 Henry VI. It is possible to argue that Bonian and Walley were able to annotate their exemplar of Q0 to eliminate some of the F-only errors; and that this may have been in addition to the press correction in 1603, which, ex hypothesi, eliminated the rest. However the focus of the annotations that Massai detects in other quartos is what she calls 'the fictive world of the play', the stage business, the characters, and the story being told. 91 Glancing at the list of F-only errors in Appendix B it does not appear that many of them are of the kind for which we should expect publishers to mark up corrections without collation with a manuscript.
Perhaps all we can say is that one or more of press variation, editorial annotation, and collation combined to ensure that Q corrected many of the presumed errors in Q0. It is an unusual theory but, as the chequered printing history of both its surviving witnesses tells us, Troilus and Cressida is an unusual play.
